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REMARKS 

Claims 1-35 are pending in this application. 

Applicants' representative thanks Examiner Truong for the courtesy extended during a 
telephonic interview on October 5, 2006. The following remarks reflect the substance of this 
interview. 

Claims 1-4, 8, 10-24, 28 and 30-35 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 102(e) as 
allegedly being "anticipated" by Murphy (U.S. Patent No. 6,232,874). 

Independent claim 1 is directed to an inside-vehicle information communication method 
in which a server, provided in a vehicle, is caused to output a request for electronic ticket 
information to an electric device possessed by a passenger of the vehicle, upon receipt of a 
request for connection from the electric device. The server is caused to receive the electronic 
ticket information, outputted from the electric device upon receipt of the request for the 
electronic ticket information. The server is also caused to confirm, based on the electronic ticket 
information, whether the passenger has a right to use the vehicle and to allow the electric device 
to be connected to the server to enable communication therebetween in the vehicle if the server 
confirms that the passenger has the right to use the vehicle. 

Murphy is directed to controlling use of a vehicle by a "restricted operator" and describes 
that the restricted use may arise because of "one or more recent convictions of the operator for 
driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs, because of recent physical, mental or emotional 
impairment or the advanced age of the operator, or because of other similar reasons." Col. 1, 
lines 16-20. Murphy further describes that ". . .a vehicle driver activates the vehicle by turning 
on the ignition system and thereby activates the driver control system." The ability of the driver 
the operate the vehicle is determined based on an indicium and/or a token provided to an 
apparatus 170. 

First , Murphy does not disclose a server. In the discussion in the final office action of 
claim 12, which is alleged to be "exemplary" with respect to claims 1-4, 8, 10, 1 1, 16, 17 and 31- 
33, no allegation is even made that Murphy discloses a server. Consequently, the final office 
action cannot be said to have even set forth a prima facie basis for the rejection of these claims. 

During the aforementioned interview, the Examiner made reference to a Microsoft 
dictionary definition of "server" in support of a contention that the control system of Murphy can 
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be viewed as a server. This dictionary definition is not of record in this application. Moreover, 
the dictionary definition apparently makes reference to a server program that responds to 
commands from a client. In terms of Murphy, it is not clear what would constitute the client 
supplying commands to the control system. Applicants submit that there is no showing in the 
record that Murphy contains a server and that the rejections are improper for this reason alone. 

Second , as discussed during the aforementioned interview, Applicants agree with the 
Examiner that Murphy discloses a token storing information that can be used to determine 
whether a person can operate a vehicle and/or whether there are certain time and geographic 
restrictions on that operation. However, there is no disclosure in Murphy that any component 
thereof outputs a request for electronic ticket information to an electric device possessed by a 
passenger upon receipt of a request for connection from the electric device or that information 
about a passenger's right to use a vehicle is used to determine whether the electric device can be 
connected to a server to permit communication therebetween. Consequently, for at least these 
additional reasons, Murphy cannot anticipate claim 1 . See, e.g., Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil 
Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631 (Fed. Cir. 1987) ("A claim is anticipated only if each and 
every element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a 
single prior art reference."). 

Independent claims 2, 16, 17 and 32 are believed to patentably distinguish over Murphy 
for at least the reasons set forth with respect to claim 1 . 

Independent claim 10 calls for "allowing the electric device possessed by the passenger 
to be connected to the inside-vehicle communication apparatus to enable communication 
therebetween if the managing section confirms that the passenger has the right to use the 
vehicle." As noted above, in Murphy, the result of confirming a passenger's right to use a 
vehicle is that operation of the vehicle is permitted. There is no disclosure of the confirming 
resulting in the connection of an electric device to an inside-vehicle communication apparatus to 
enable communication therebetween. Murphy cannot anticipate claim 10. 

Independent claims 12, 13 and 33 are believed to patentably distinguish over Murphy for 
at least the reasons set forth with respect to claim 10. 

Independent claim 18 is directed to a vehicle-provided communication network that 
includes a server. As noted above in the discussion of claim 1, Murphy does not disclose a 
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server and for this reason alone Murphy cannot anticipate claim 18. Moreover, claim 18 further 
calls for the enabling of information communication in a vehicle, performed between the server 
and an information communication terminal, only in a case where first and second using 
conditions are identical to each other. At best, Murphy might disclose enabling operation of the 
vehicle if certain "conditions" are identical. However, there is no disclosure of enabling 
"information communication" between a server and an information communication terminal 
based on checking of "using conditions." For this additional and independent reason, Murphy 
does not anticipate claim 18. 

Independent claim 3 1 is believed to patentably distinguish over Murphy for at least the 
reasons set forth with respect to claim 18. 

Independent claim 19 specifies certain components of a server in a vehicle-provided 
communication network system. As noted above in the discussion of claim 1 , Murphy does not 
disclose a server and for this reason alone Murphy cannot anticipate claim 19. Claim 19 also 
calls for a "relay" with respect to communication performed between an information 
communication apparatus outside the vehicle and a portable communication terminal. The office 
action does not identify any component of Murphy that corresponds to a "portable 
communication terminal." Moreover, Murphy does not disclose relaying of communication 
from an apparatus external to a vehicle to a portable communication terminal. For these 
additional and independent reasons, Murphy does not anticipate claim 19. 

Independent claim 23 calls for a recording medium issuing apparatus involving a first 
using condition to use a vehicle-provided communication network and a second using condition 
to use a vehicle. Even if Murphy is alleged to describe the claimed second using condition, there 
is nothing in Murphy relating to a using condition to use a vehicle-provided communication 
network, much less issuing a recording medium in this context. Consequently, Murphy cannot 
anticipate claim 23. 

Independent claim 24 is believed to patentably distinguish over Murphy for at least the 
reasons set forth with respect to claim 23. 

Independent claim 34 calls for certain receiving and determining operations to occur "at a 
server." As noted above with respect to claim 1 , Murphy does not disclose a server and thus 
cannot anticipate claim 34. Moreover, claim 34 further calls for sending, from the server to an 
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information terminal, notification information for notifying a passenger that the information 
terminal is connected to the server and can use the server for in-vehicle information 
communication. No such notification is provided in Murphy. For this additional and 
independent reason, Murphy cannot anticipate claim 34. 

Independent claim 35 is believed to patentably distinguish over Murphy for at least the 
reasons set forth with respect to claim 34. 

Moreover, the discussion of claim 34 in the office action does not contain any 
identification of any portions of Murphy which allegedly correspond thereto. Consequently, the 
office action cannot be said to have even set forth a prima facie basis for the rejection of claim 
34. 

The claims which depend from the above-discussed independent claims are believed to 
patentably distinguish over Murphy at least because of their respective dependencies. 

Fuku et al. and Joao are applied in connection with certain features of dependent claims 
25, 26, 27 and 29. The combination of these documents with Murphy would not result in the 
subject matter of the independent claims from which these claims depend. For at least this 
reason, claims 25, 26, 27 and 29 patentably distinguish over the applied documents. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that the rejections of the 
pending claims are improper and should be withdrawn. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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